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group that shapes the lives of children in the care and protection system. In a system with mandatory reporting, as Australia has, the regulatory community is large. It encompasses: politicians; media; government departments dealing with homelessness, crime, income support, health, disability and child welfare; child protection workers and community workers; judges, lawyers and court officials; professionals in health and education; coaches in sports and recreation; consultants advising government and marketing their assessment, intervention and management programs; families, friends, parents, adopting adults and carers; and of course children.
From a regulatory perspective, the question to be asked of the child protection regulatory community is who has been steering the flow of events, with what intent, along which paths, and using which mechanisms (Braithwaite & Drahos 2000) ? The diversity of the regulatory community gives an indication of the diversity of interests and goals in child protection. Contested goals and their powerful champions have been discussed at some length in the literature (Adams & Chandler 2004; Featherstone et al 2014; Parton 2014; Scott & Swain 2002; Swain & Howe 1995; Warner 2015) . This paper focuses on a less widely discussed part of the puzzle -the quality of contestation in the regulatory community and the institutional mechanisms that can lift quality in the interests of children and families.
Child protection systems that have existed in developed countries since the second half of the nineteenth century have always had mixed and competing goals. Quartly et al (2013) , for instance, demonstrate how Australian care and protection policy historically has been shaped by the demand and supply of babies to meet the needs of childless couples and continues to be so. Just as strong is a sense of responsibility in the community to protect children. But when protection is required and how it is offered continue to be vexed questions. Lonne, Harries and Featherstone (2016) observe how "the definition of neglect has expanded dramatically … within a child protection mandate" in an "authoritarian" and "paternalistic" manner and continues to do so (p. 192) . Perhaps because of the intensity and enduring nature of these tensions between different interests in the child protection space, child protection authorities have repeatedly been trapped in an institutionalized command and control system of governance from which they are unable to escape. Recognition of unchecked and non-reflective use of power in the system is widespread and longstanding. Child protection systems have been described as bastions of "muscular authoritarianism" (Featherstone et al 2014, p. 2) . Scott and Swain (2002) trace the history in Australia of "inspectors with the directive style of practice" (p.
130) giving way to equally forceful social work professionals with ideologies that pitted left worldviews against right worldviews. Reformers were not beyond viewing child protection officers with their "paternalistic 'bandaid' solution" as "sinister agents of social control" (p. 143).
In keeping with an authoritarian sensibility, child protection authorities adopt a defensive or appeasing posture in relation to those with more power, most notably, the legislative and executive branches of government (Adams & Chandler 2004; Lupton & Nixon 1999) , and heartlessly crack down on the less powerful (Ivec, Braithwaite & Harris 2012; Lonne et al 2012) . System sympathizers might blame the 4 WORKING PAPER RegNet Research Papers media at this point, pointing out correctly that the child protection crises that occur are generally due to the media sensationalizing stories about abused and neglected children (Parton 2014; Warner 2015 ). Even so, child protection authorities have not had a history of speaking truth to power and have been complicit in what Warner calls the "emotional politics of social class and gender" (pp. 16-17) whereby "politicians and the media are talking to 'us,' the respectable, about 'them', the disreputable" (p. 17).
The rest of the authoritarian story of child protection flows from this point. Authoritarianism (Adorno et al 1950) describes a tendency to deal with threat and discomfort through creating scapegoats, asserting superiority, and inflicting punishment on those who do not meet standards of decency and social acceptability. Child protection authorities define their scapegoats in terms of class, gender, ethnicity or marital status (Broadhurst & Mason 2013; Parton 2104; Swain and Howe 1996) . Child protection has also historically positioned itself as more virtuous, disciplined and capable than those it regulates (Featherstone et al 2014; Lonne et al 2016; Scott and Swain 2002) . Moral superiority is buttressed by idealized depictions of motherhood in the media. Criticism has been leveled at the long established social norm of child rearing "bibles" that deliver edicts to mothers for how they should raise their child, or suffer dire consequences (Davis 2012) . There is no public consciousness of the "good enough parent". Such a parent, by innuendo, risks their child's wellbeing. This paper takes the observation that others have made of the prevalence of authoritarian practices in child protection, and recasts these observations in a regulatory framework of institutional oppression.
By so doing, the goal is to accept mixed and conflicting goals in the system, and to find institutional ways of letting all voices be heard. In effect, this means transcending traditional social divisions between child rescuers and government, social work professionals and bureaucrats, politicians and civil servants, child protection administrators and the courts, child protection authorities and families, parents and children, left wing policy protagonists and right wing policy protagonists. Different positions among these actors have been seen by commentators to cause swings in policy that are not necessarily rational and at times extreme (Featherstone et al 2014; Parton 2014; Scott & Swain 2002; Tomison 2001; Warner 2015) . No one group or no one ideology needs to dominate if the policy goal is to offer a better deal for children.
The central idea of this paper is that child protection systems have been poor at integrating experience and knowledge because the system has a dominating tradition of governance and because voices of defiance have been oppressed. Globally, mention is made of dominant forces at consecutive periods: first the child rescuers; then government legislators who introduced laws against child mistreatment and put in place guardianship arrangements for abandoned or mistreated children; researchers subsequently paved the way in defining children's needs and rights; professionals once armed with a better understanding of abuse and neglect turned research findings into child protection policy and best practice; and New Public Management reconfigured child protection work to fit a bureaucratic prototype of government accountability and efficiency (Adams & Chandler 2004; 5 WORKING PAPER Besharov 1985; Frost & Parton 2009; Lonne et al 2016; Merkel-Holguin 2004; Parton 2014; Swain and Hillel 2010) . Dominant ideologies clearly have shaped the child protection system. The weakness of the system lies in the absence of an institutional mechanism to reflect on past and emerging ideologies, consider the evidence, steer a new course, and keep ideological domination in check. Pettit (1997) has argued that contestability is an essential part of a vibrant democracy. Contestability is essential for an institution that potentially is as powerful, intrusive and destructive of family life as a child protection system. Filling this need requires special institutional arrangements and deliberative processes to take the standard of debate above and beyond the public outcries that have occurred with the leadership baton passing from one dominant force to another. As Warner (2015) describes, contests in child protection tend to be politically charged, emotive, moralistic, blame-oriented and defensive.
These contests are conversation stoppers for the vast majority of the community, not conversation starters. With the community silenced, domination of special interests is likely to prevail. Domination thrives on deeply rooted traditions of oppression. Iris Marion Young (1992) has proposed five faces of institutionalized oppression. Institutionalized oppression is so deeply engrained in how actors think and enact their regulatory roles within the system that their harmful impacts become invisible, or become unavoidable consequences of a system that must continue to operate as it always has operated. Among the oppressed are not simply parents and children, but also child protection workers, third parties (those working alongside child protection such as midwives, police, teachers), foster (and adopting) parents and biological parents, families and children. This paper uses data collected in Australia to illustrate the forms of oppression that are embedded in the system and that have successfully silenced these groups and prevented contestation over the decades. No claims can be made that the same institutional forms of oppression exit elsewhere. But the contention of this paper is that they may. Institutionalised oppression is the other side of the coin to a dominating tradition of governance that appears global.
Structure of paper
The paper is organized in four parts. First, Australia's child protection system is described. Particular attention is given in Section 1 to the history of dominating ideologies and the perverse regulatory outcomes that followed in their wake. These are not unique to Australia, but the case is made drawing on the work of Australian historians.
In Section 2, Iris Marion Young's (1992) five faces of oppression are applied to the child protection context. Data is drawn from seven empirical studies conducted in Australia and undertaken under the auspices of the Capacity Building in Child Protection Projects (2008 Projects ( -2013 ) (see Table 1 ). In Section 2 the focus is on experiences of oppression that are attributed to the dominating governance structures described in Section 1.
Section 3 argues for reform that builds on the more recent work of Lonne et al (2016) and 6 WORKING PAPER RegNet Research Papers Featherstone et al (2014) and the past work of Burford and Adams (2004) and Merkel-Holguin (2004) and colleagues on responsive regulation in a 2004 special issue of the Journal of Sociology and Social Welfare. Section 3 argues for institutionalizing webs of dialogue, in particular through a responsive regulatory and restorative justice framework, but also through recognizing the value of strengthening weak ties (Granovetter 1973 ) through informal networks and experimentalism. A dialogic focus on problem solving in a specific context, socially inclusive of all affected parties, balances the power of traditional top-down webs of hierarchical control that exert their influence from a distance, devoid of context.
The regulatory framework of child protection
Child protection is a state responsibility in Australia. The eight states and territories have different legislation to guide their child protection work, but there is a similar historical regulatory mindset of control, more recently buttressed by mandatory reporting, top-down management, and technologies of assessment and risk management.
The role of the federal government in this system is akin to being a light touch meta-regulator (Grabosky 1995 Scott and Swain (2002) and Tomison (2001) have provided accounts of the ratcheting up of government intervention to protect children in Australia. For the most part the key markers are in line with global trends, as are some of the damaging outcomes.
Historical milestones
The last decades of the nineteenth century saw society move away from the idea that children were "owned" by their parents, to be treated in whatever way parents wished. The first efforts to protect children came from the non-government, religious and voluntary sectors. Scott and Swain (2002) describe the committed work of "child rescuers" who came to the aid of children who had been abandoned and abused and parents who could no longer care for them. Child rescuers lobbied for government to set in place legislation to protect children and to hold parents accountable for not meeting their caring responsibilities. Quartly et al (2013) remind us that newspaper advertisements of the time testify to a market in purchasing children that operated openly alongside child rescue. Public care for children, it seems, has coexisted with the idea of "exclusive possession" (p. 134) of children for a very long time.
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While child rescuers focused very much on children 'as victims', Scott and Swain (2002) observe that government interest in the welfare of children was sparked by children 'as threat'. In the post gold rush era, homeless and neglected children roamed the streets and posed a threat to a well-ordered society. Fear of delinquency and crime jolted government into action. Intervention in the child protection space was fuelled by the need to provide discipline for wayward children and get them trained for work.
Legislation was an important step to strengthen capacity to enter homes and prosecute parents for mistreating children. The role of prosecution was potentially important, and was on occasion used (Scott & Swain 2002) . But governments held back from using the full force of the law against the perpetrators of harm to children (Tomison 2001; Swain 2014) , turning a blind eye to abuse by not only parents, but also guardians, teachers, and mentors.
3 Indeed, only recently have western societies openly acknowledged the sexual exploitation of children, particularly by those entrusted with their care (Swain 2014 
In the wake of this research came the fourth milestone of professionalization. Health and welfare professionals assumed responsibility for setting policy directions and developing implementation programs for government. Their influence spread across government, wherever children's and families' needs were an issue -in health, education, welfare and immigration. Professional expertise became important in setting standards for child protection authorities.
The child protection space in the second part of the twentieth century saw an influx of professionals from social work, medicine, nursing and theology. Just as religious and charitable institutions had passed the baton to the state with a view to controlling the actions of an "underclass", professionals assumed a similar ideology of command and control. Their unchecked power became shockingly exposed through the practice of forced adoptions (Community Affairs References Committee 2012).
The stigmatization of single mothers, like that of aboriginal mothers, had occurred throughout the century in Australia (Swain & Howe 1996) , but it was particularly egregious in the 1950s to 70s.
Professionals expedited the illegal means by which so called 'consent' was obtained from young single mothers to adopt out their babies.
The lapse of professional ethics seems staggering in retrospect. Gair and Croker's (2007-8) interviews with social workers suggest that such practices had become normalized in hospital bureaucracies. There was little contestation. Young mothers were too frightened and vulnerable.
Parents of pregnant girls generally put their support behind hospital staff for signing the adoption papers. Eager middle class adopting parents made the process less painful. And the young mothers saw themselves often as not ready for parenting or were too ashamed to break with tradition and keep their babies.
5
The outcome was that as the 21 st century began, Australian children for more than a century had been forcibly separated and/or placed in institutions, purportedly for their benefit, away from their mothers and fathers, family and homelands. Separation had occurred at the hands of voluntary, charitable and religious societies, governments and the legal system, and health and welfare professionals. Eventually, when state apologies were made to all those affected, a painful legacy became all too apparent: As the baton of institutional dominance in child protection was handed from one group to the next, some voices were consistently absent -parents, children and families (Scott & Swain 2002; Quartly et al 2013) . Deliberation that was inclusive of parents and children was not part of Australia's child protection history: Nor was it part of policy in countries overseas (Featherstone et al 2014; Lonne et al 2016; Morris et al 2008; Musgrove 2015; Warner 2015) .
Impact of New Public Management
In keeping with overseas trends in public administration, child protection practices undertook another seismic shift in the latter part of the twentieth century under the influence of New Public Management 5 Gair and Croker (2007-8) note that aboriginal girls were more likely to resist pressure because they were not afraid to go home with their babies.
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(or economic rationalism) (Adams & Chandler 2004; Tomison 2001) . "Political and bureaucratic managerialists" (Johnston 2000) took the reins from health and welfare professionals in child protection. Policy advice became partisan and public service attention focused squarely on what government wanted. Media exposés of child protection failures (usually the death of a child that was presumed preventable) put agencies under extreme political pressure. Senior executives on more than one occasion were forced to resign because of public scandal.
6
With an ever-present call for more funding from government, 7 government in return demanded greater accountability of its public service, and pressured agencies to operate more effectively and efficiently.
Child protection authorities invested heavily in extensive record keeping and documentation (Alexander 2014) . Evidence was needed to defend their decision-making to their political masters and to win backing from the courts (White 2005) . Child protection authorities "lawyered up" and embraced assessment protocols (Alexander 2014; Harris 2011; Lonne et al 2012) . Standardised assessments and procedures were intended as an aid to make decision-making less emotional, more consistent, more transparent and more accountable (White 2005 ). Yet too often they came to be applied in a rulebook fashion (Alexander 2014; Lonne et al 2012; Lupton & Nixon 1999) . Court decisions and directives became a driver of formalized assessment, which stripped caseworkers of professional autonomy (Lupton & Nixon 1999 ).
Child protection authorities also sought greater efficiency through risk assessment and outsourcing service delivery. Risk assessment was used not merely to guide attention to what were more likely to be resource intensive cases, but to "hyper-react" and intervene in vulnerable families before problems arose, thereby reducing the agency's risk of being publicly chastised for letting another child die (Munro 2004 (Munro , 2005 Nixon, Burford, Quinn & Edelbaum 2005; Parton 2014) . Families affected by domestic violence, substance misuse, homelessness, families where a parent had a disability, or mental health issue, or a history with child protection came into the firing line for pre-emptive action (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014; Lonne et al 2012) . Caseloads rose, and child protection workers were stretched in their capacity to do their jobs (Alexander 2014) .
Risk aversion and top-down control spilled over into outsourcing arrangements. Services for children and families were contracted out on a competitive basis to non-government providers. Child protection authorities feared political retribution if their service deliverers made mistakes and so were highly controlling in their approach to outsourcing. Preserving the reputational capital of the child protection agency became as important in outsourcing decisions as efficiency and effectiveness, making it even more difficult for those closer to families to speak truth to power (Tomison 2001) .
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Assessment tools and protocols quickly became de rigueur as part of the risk assessment technology.
Documentation and administrative duties ballooned in Australia (Alexander 2014) . Children protection agencies were over-burdened. Similar developments occurred in overseas jurisdictions (Adams & Chandler 2004; Lupton & Nixon 1999; Munro 2004 Munro , 2005 Parton 2014 ).
In Australia, criticisms of the child protection system have led to a succession of government inquiries Unease also continues to be voiced among child protection workers, community workers, allied professionals, families and carers. One explanation is that child protection authorities in Australia have sought refuge too mindlessly in technologies, tools and law, which means they do not have to explain decisions and actions in ways that make sense to others in the regulatory community. This has made it very easy to continue with the domination of targeted at-risk families, objectifying them and stripping them of dignity and power (Ivec et al 2012; Alexander 2014; Lonne et al 2016) . As long as child protection authorities are wedded to administrative structures that allow oppression to continue, improving long-term outcomes for children is likely to be difficult.
Evidence of oppression
Iris Marion Young (1992) offers a framework that is useful for examining the silencing of the communities that interface with child protection authorities. Young's conception of oppression has an institutional foundation: "oppression is the inhibition of a group through a vast network of everyday practices, attitudes, assumptions, behaviours, and institutional rules; it is structural or systemic" (p.
180). Therefore, oppression survives regimes -the period of domination by the voluntary sector, the regulatory incursion of government, the rise of the professional classes, and then of the political and managerial bureaucrats. All brought something new and potentially valuable to child protection, but they also adopted carriage of the undercurrent of oppression that has been deeply embedded in child protection institutions from the beginning.
The important insight that Young (1992) offers for an analysis of child protection is to turn our sights away from targeting criticism and blame at particular groups or individuals. That is not to say that groups and individuals are not sometimes culpable for harmful excess and intentional wrongdoing.
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But Young's point is a different one. The oppression she refers to occurs when people suffer disadvantage and injustice simply because they belong to a particular social group, not because they have had the misfortune to come up against a tyrant or an identifiable agent of oppression.
The key to identifying oppression in Young's (1992) terms is through noting which identities are being quashed. We all have many group identities -worker, professional, mother, father, student, athlete, party-goer and so on. Some of these identities are more central to who we are than others. When we have a group identity that is central to who we are, we take on board the attributes, stereotypes and norms of that group. Group identities can be "thrown on us" by circumstance (eg birth) or chosen by us (eg parent or social worker or lawyer or community volunteer). The question to ask is whether identifying with a particular group in child protection (parents, children, carers, community workers, or child protection workers) results in the experience of any of Young's (1992) five faces of oppression:
(a) exploitation; (b) marginalization; (c) powerlessness; (d) cultural imperialism; and (e) violence.
In this section, each of Young's (1992) faces of oppression is described and examples from the child protection literature are presented. These examples are augmented by data from seven studies undertaken as part of the Capacity Building in Child Protection Projects (see Table 1 ). These studies were designed with a view to better understanding the relationships among central players in child protection investigations. The groups studied were child protection workers, community workers, parents and carers. They illustrate the personal experience of oppression within the child protection system.
Exploitation
Exploitation occurs when a group has engaged in work that enhances the status and wellbeing of others, but loses more than it gains from the exchange in terms of its identity. Most notable in child protection is the practice of removing and adopting out babies without the mother's consent. The joy that comes to the adopting parents with a new baby does not overshadow the despair of a mother who has had a baby forcibly removed from her care (Community Affairs References Committee 2012). Quartly et al (2013) in their history of markets in babies illustrate Young's (1992) point that "the energies of the have-nots are continuously expended to maintain and augment the power, status and wealth of the haves" (p. 183). Importantly, with the exception of a parliamentary inquiry, there is no institutional avenue for opening up a debate on this question, reflecting the kind of structural oppression that Young seeks to expose.
Third parties who hold to professional values that are undermined by the child protection system also experience exploitation in Young's (1992) terms. Marsh et al (2015) describe the assault that midwives experience on their professional integrity when they are forced to notify child protection of an "at-risk" client once they have given birth. Child protection officers use their state's "Assumption of
Care" legislation to remove the child from the mother. Ethically, midwives are committed to a philosophy of care that is centred on mother and child. They work with mother and baby post-birth to WORKING PAPER
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ensure optimal care and bonding for both. The result of the exchange of birth notification is that government bureaucrats have the documentation they need to exercise control over at-risk families (a gain). Midwives, in contrast, suffer a loss of control and a loss of self-respect as they compromise their professional autonomy and integrity (a loss).
The Capacity Building in Child Protection Projects in Table 1 offered other examples of exploitation.
One of the most striking examples of the exploitation of community workers comes from fieldwork notes (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014 in Table 1 ).
On arriving for an interview with a community organization, we found caseworkers and the CEO reeling in shock in relation to one of their clients. A first-time mother whom they had been supporting successfully had her baby removed at the hospital, just after giving birth. Child protection had rung seeking information about the mother from the organization. Information was provided with reassurances that plans for support were in place. Child protection gave no indication that they held a different view and were going to remove the child. The community organization was devastated: "If I knew what was going to happen I would have hidden her [client]". As if to justify their high levels of distress, they proceeded to tell us that the police too were upset. A police officer, after having accompanied the child protection worker to the hospital to remove the child, returned to the hospital to check on the wellbeing of the mother.
The actions of the child protection authority were an affront to the identities of these community workers as responsible, competent, and effective actors in the child protection system. Maybe also to the police officer who was called upon to guard the child protection worker, but felt compelled to return to the hospital later to check on the mother.
In this case, third parties experienced exploitation: On the one hand, they are given responsibility for dealing with parents and carers by child protection authorities; on the other hand, they have their professional assessment of risk dismissed without either discussion or explanation by the same authority. This form of exploitation was commonly encountered. According to one community worker:
"We are good enough to do everything that is really, really hard for them (child protection authority), … they recognise it, but … [also] they dismiss it" (Hamilton and Braithwaite 2014) .
Foster carers similarly spoke of child protection relying on their efforts, of making promises, but then failing to deliver with any practical help: "[Child protection] say kinship care is best, but they give us no support" (Ivec et al 2012) .
Child protection workers too are oppressed within the current system. The majority express commitment to professional values of care and support, and reject values that justify punishment and control (McArthur et al 2011, see Table 1 ). Yet many also perceive a mismatch between work demands and their values and feel unsupported by their managers, resulting in high attrition rates among child protection workers. Others confirm that child protection workers have difficulty being the kind of professional they want to be in the child protection system as it currently operates (Featherstone et al 2014) . Failure to fulfill their professional identity because of the way child 13 WORKING PAPER
protection systems operate meets the criterion of oppression through exploitation.
Marginalization
Marginalization oppresses through expelling groups from useful participation in social life (Young 1992) . "Marginals" include single mothers, the involuntarily unemployed, the homeless, many mentally and physically disabled people, and some ethnic and indigenous communities. Marginals are limited in their opportunities to take part in the normal rites of passage in western society -education, work, having a family, all of which are integral to leading a full life.
In the study of carers and parents of Indigenous children in Table 1 (Ivec et al 2012) , child protection authorities were seen as targeting groups for child removal unfairly: "Young mothers don't get a chance." Intervention into Indigenous communities was experienced as disabling, not enabling: "We have reconciliation but these same old things keep going on. There's nothing good from them fellas.
Every time they come they're making threats" (Ivec et al 2012) .
Indigenous participants seemed genuinely perplexed as to why child protection did not want to "help people who want to be a family, help them work together, work out their issues and be positive not negative about the family?" (Ivec et al 2012) . While there were exceptions, most carers and parents of Indigenous children in out-of-home care saw child protection workers as doing little to help re-unify families or support kinship care (Ivec et al 2012) .
For Sudanese parents, marginalization associated with unacceptable child rearing practices was felt keenly and placed a gulf between the refugee community and government (Losoncz 2013 ). In the words of a Sudanese community worker: "If someone takes your child they rob you, they take him like a slave." Perhaps the most sobering from a marginalization perspective is this quote from the same study: "We are thinking they are helping us, but they are destroying us".
Marginals experienced their reduced chances of a good life through the actions of child protection as a loss of hope. From the community organizations study (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014) : "She doesn't know what she has done wrong, and we can't help her to understand because we haven't been told why the baby was taken … there is just this terrible sense of hopelessness"; and "Sometimes parents totally shut down when their children are removed because they feel they don't have a hope in hell of getting their children back".
In some cases, parents, families and carers were consciously aware of the process of marginalization, as illustrated in this quote from an Indigenous participant:
[Child protection] say 'we are going to do this and this is our job'. They talk about themselves, not listen to parents. For community workers marginalization was rooted in ideology and policy: "The current system has this real thing about 'it is in the best interest of the child' … but even if the kids are not living with you, they are still your kids, they know you are their mother and there is an ongoing relationship
is not currently supported by the system at all" (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014) .
In quantitative work with families having their first encounter with child protection ( Young proposes that structurally induced powerlessness comes about through not being able to develop one's capacities to be the equal of the professional classes. Without educational and professional training, certain groups are destined to be in a subservient position to some authority, and denied respectability in mainstream society.
In the context of child protection, professionalism and legal authority render many groups powerlessparticularly those dealing with poverty. Fear of not being seen as conforming to professional norms silences people. Being subservient and dependent on government for funds and service contracts silences people. Not being familiar with the legal process, silences people. The following quotes from studies in Table 1 
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probably already I was on the back foot. I didn't respond the next time she broke down crying…" (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014 ).
This study also revealed the dominance of child protection over everyone in case conferences: "we feel like we are quite powerless, so you can imagine how parents feel to go into a meeting with [child protection], they will just walk all over, and shout you down almost"; and, "when you are in a big case conference, you might have …[nine people] then mum ... [child protection] are the primary worker.
They are the government body that has power over every single person sitting at that table" (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014 ).
The legal process frightened many community workers who did not feel they had the competence to advocate for clients and who thought it was hopeless anyway: "You would never get legal aid to challenge anything the department has said" (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014) .
Parents also said they were baffled by legal proceedings: "When we went to court…I couldn't understand a word she (psychologist) was saying or what was written . Others who were fortunate enough to have legal aid felt let down: "[He] just told me to sign the paperwork", "[he gave] me the wrong advice…I should never have been made to sign the paperwork". The community organizations study confirmed this problem among parents:
They just don't understand at all what's going to happen and they were never given any information … They sign things without knowing what they are signing, they agree to things without understanding what they are agreeing to" (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014 ).
Even more generally the process left parents feeling powerless to do anything or know anything:
I am pretty much in the dark as to what is happening behind closed doors … I don't know where it is leading to. I don't feel I have much privacy and I don't know who I can talk to (Harris 2012) .
Those who tried to make an impression on the professional class failed. A grandmother in the Indigenous study recalled: "We offered to sort it out ourselves, between the families, sit down, have a cup of tea, and they said, "no, we're the workers" (Ivec et al 2012) .
Cultural imperialism
Cultural imperialism is described by Young (1992) as "the experience of existing in a society whose dominant meanings render the particular perspectives and point of view of one's own group invisible at the same time as they stereotype one's group and mark it out as 'other'" (p. 191).
As expected, cultural imperialism was striking in the experience of Indigenous Australians with child protection. One quote from a young indigenous mother captures the intransigence of the problem:
My son was taken at six weeks old…I just turned sixteen when I had (my son The gap between Indigenous parents and mainly white child protection workers is perpetuated through a failure to meet on equal terms and listen:
The week my partner went to jail, they're saying my house is a mess…that I don't know how to raise my kids. They object to my dog…I've organized three meetings with my other workers and [child protection] hasn't turned up, [they] won't have a meeting to do a restoration plan. Ten minutes before we're supposed to be meeting they ring up and cancel or just don't show .
Oppression through cultural imperialism in child protection is evident in a schism in the accounts given of parents by community and child protection workers. A community worker in the community organizations study explained it this way:
They just looked at what was wrong with her, not what had been right, and that she might be able to recover and never looked at her capacity to change her situation … it's her first child [they have removed] (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014 ).
The cultural divide was felt by parents: "I had a chance to explain things but I didn't feel understood.
They listened but were quite dismissive of what I said" (Harris 2012 ) and "The more you cared the worse they thought of you" . Another summed it up this way: "Our futures are in the palm of these people's hands and they don't know us" .
Cultural imperialism led to stereotyping, prejudice and close mindedness to families in contact with child protection. Community workers, carers and parents saw the family unit and capacity to parent very differently from how it was seen by child protection authorities.
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Violence Oppression through violence is most notably demonstrated through fear of unprovoked attacks on person or property or threat of such attacks (Young 1992) . A very large proportion of the cases handled by child protection are triggered by violence within families. Child protection workers are the agents of a society that places importance on protecting children from such violence, which is to be both acknowledged and applauded. But as difficult and as dangerous as the work can be, there can be no justification for using violence, even in a psychological rather than physical form, against families.
Young adopts a broad definition of violence in her five faces of oppression. Violence includes namecalling and harassment that is intended to degrade or humiliate others. The child protection system is saddled with violence in the form of domination that generates fear. The Community Capacity Building
Projects revealed examples of violence of this type being used by supervisors against child protection workers, and by child protection workers against parents and community workers.
Supervisors were not always willing to discuss reasons for child removal with staff. Silencing through fear was evidenced when a team leader said to one of her workers, "Can you sleep tonight knowing that that child is going to be safe [if left there]?" (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014) . Denying opportunity for discussion and problem resolution fails to meet the needs of a junior staff member, as well as the child and the family. The oppression is emotive and blame-oriented. Its violence lies in denying all parties an opportunity to think clearly and understand the situation.
Threat from child protection authorities permeated the interviews with parents and carers, as they recounted either being silenced, or fearing punishment if they were caught doing what they thought best for the child. One described her silencing in these terms: "[you] don't have a voice if you disagree. All you can do is sit there and take it" . A carer acted in secret to allow her foster child to meet his father without being caught: "[I] secretly arranged [a meeting] outside the department. It was really important that this father who had shown an interest have some contact" (Ivec et al 2012) . In another case, a carer challenged the department and was told to "lose your attitude". The context of her defiance appeared reasonable: "When I took my grandson to the doctor the Department said "you took him to the Doctor's without our permission. You have no right to take him to the Doctor" (Ivec et al 2012) . Arguably these are also examples of powerlessness. They also have an element of violence because they represent communication designed to silence protest through threat.
It is worth noting that when asked, child protection staff overwhelmingly reject the idea that punishment in child protection produces good outcomes (McArthur et al 2011) . Indeed when survey responses of child protection staff were compared with the answers to the same questions by third parties working alongside child protection, child protection respondents had less punitive attitudes The community workers witnessed child protection practices that were damaging and threatening to mothers: "What we do know nationally is that a lot of mothers, when they are raising concerns about … their own needs … they are then punished by having their children removed" (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014) . A similar reaction came from this community worker who found this practice punishing: "I think the permanency planning objectives are pretty bad … anyone who can only see their children four times a year -what is that all about?" (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014) . Dominance and dismissiveness from child protection authorities also was felt by community workers:
The things they do sometimes are very deliberate and very, very undermining of us; very, very rude; we would never treat them like that, never, cause we wouldn't be game. We know that the door wouldn't be open ever again (Hamilton & Braithwaite 2014 ).
The threat that child protection posed to families was perhaps nowhere more evident than in the way parents who had just had their first encounter with child protection responded to questions about the intervention. While 77% of parents did not believe that child protection services had helped them or their child, an astonishing 80% said that they would do whatever child protection asked of them (Harris & Gosnell 2012) . These data suggest considerable fear among parents over what might happen next.
A responsive regulatory and restorative justice framework
The argument of this paper is that the swings and cycles in child protection are shaped by domination of ideologically driven interest groups. From Featherstone et al's (2014) perspective, reform following crisis leads to emotive debates and ideological competition, with those best able to ground practice and policy -children, parents and families, always excluded. Section 2 presents evidence of the institutional oppression of these groups. A sustainable child protection system and one that learns from its mistakes must be able to engage seriously and respectfully with those whose lives are most directly affected (Bell 2002; Dumbrill 2006; Morris et al 2008; Burford & Hudson 2000) .
Changing the settings of child protection
As noted earlier, the regulatory community of child protection is diverse. If we were tasked with understanding one child protection case, we could conceivably come in contact with: (a) politicians; its capacity to sensationalise a child protection incident and link that event to "bad government" (Parton 2014; Warner 2015) . To avoid public outcry and moral outrage from lobbyists, politicians have pushed for highly risk averse policy in child protection, including early child removal and adoption. In this process, social workers feel constrained and regret inattention to family connections (Featherstone et al 2014) . Public and political pressure and reviews of the system have promoted tools for greater accountability and transparency, involving assessment protocols and data management systems, but this takes attention away from children and families; Child protection remains an inherently risky business (Munro 2005 (Munro , 2011 Parton 1998) . To prevent embarrassment to government and avoid risks to children, controls are tightened around workers (departmental and community), parents, carers, and children to prevent mistakes ( Webs of dialogue co-exist with webs of control. Webs of dialogue enable sharing of information and experiences. This process can serve purposes of control, but in child protection it offers potential benefits. Arguably the most important is education. Much has been made of the need for an educational push to improve the skill set of child protection workers (Lonne et al 2016; Munro 2005) .
This can go hand in hand with demands for better control: Better supervision is widely supported to overcome some of the problems in child protection (Noonan, Sabel and Simon 2009) . Second, webs of dialogue aid communication more generally. They allow for sharing and processing of information in supportive environments, with reminders and feedback of issues that are so easily overlooked on case files (Munro 2005) . Third, webs of dialogue allow the development of the practice of listening to others and observing others, interacting constructively, and not simply relaying a particular point of view or delivering at a distance "cook book solutions" (Adams & Chandler 2004; Featherstone et al 2014; Lonne et al 2016) . Adams and Chandler (2004) observed the regularity with which Hawaiian child protection authorities reached for ritualized solutions to impose upon families. Last but not least, webs of dialogue provide opportunity for the effects of institutional oppression to be made known and discussed across groups that so far have been socially distant from each other.
Pathways for strengthening webs of dialogue
Hope for institutionally strengthening webs of dialogue in child protection lies along four broad The promise these programs hold for child protection is that they can assist children, parents and families before authorities have reason to intrude into their lives. They would operate in much the same way as community organizations (eg Domestic Violence Crisis Service in Australia) and 21 WORKING PAPER
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advocacy groups (eg Family Inclusion Network in Australia). Mandatory reporting, however, makes it difficult to contest the space occupied by child protection authorities. The strength of weak ties (Granovetter 1973) may make a challenge possible. Failing that, the hope would be that dialogue among children, parents, families, volunteers and community organizations would create new sources of human and social capital which would assist families in problem resolution.
Experimentalism
An experimentalist approach to public administration has been advocated by Charles Sabel (Dorf & Sabel 1998) The method promises to strengthen webs of dialogue that include children, parents and families, although how much say they have in decision-making is likely to be variable. The experimentalist approach is monitored through a data collection system, a process of diagnostic monitoring called the Quality Service Review. Quantitative data are collected from local units so that central agencies can hold units accountable for their performance and facilitate comparisons with other local units and with corporate aspirations. Webs of control may place restrictions on the degree to which webs of dialogue change the way in which child protection work is carried out.
Restorative justice
Restorative justice or family group conferencing (Adams & Chandler 2004; Burford & Hudson 2000; Burford 2005; Nixon et al 2005; Pennell 2004 Pennell , 2006 Pennell & Burford 2000) has many different forms and has potential to evolve to fit purpose (Braithwaite 2002) . The core principle is recognizing that harm has been done and that justice can heal (Braithwaite 2002 (Braithwaite , 2014 . Of particular relevance to the argument of this paper is that restorative justice is about listening, empowering those most directly affected, and sharing problem solving in a contextually responsive way (Burford 2005; Adams & Chandler 2004 ).
In practice, restorative justice involves bringing all parties affected by a harm together -sometimes in small groups initially and eventually as one. This would include parents, children, other family 22 WORKING PAPER
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members, supporters of parents and supporters of children, along with those working on the front line of the case, possibly police, neighbours, child protection workers, community workers, nurses and teachers. The harm is discussed giving all a chance to say how they felt, why harm had occurred, and to listen to others and how they had been affected.
Once the harm and repercussions are shared and understood, the group works toward a plan for ensuring that a child is and feels safe and well cared for. Family time allows members to develop their own ideas for reparation, reintegration and healing to later share with others. Importantly, in theory, child protection workers have no more power or say than anyone else in the conference. Through listening and uncovering the roots of a problem, those in the conference together start to see what they can do to make the family work well again, or at least make things better. Mechanisms of accountability are built into the plan through discussion among participants.
Restorative justice and family group conferencing has been used in child protection routinely in New
Zealand, Canada, the United States, Ireland, the United Kingdom, Europe, and Australia (Burford and Hudson 2000; Connolly 2006; Harris 2008; Nixon et al 2005; Robertson 1996) . One of the challenges has been for professionals and care and protection staff to relinquish power and allow families to lead the way in decision-making (Merkel-Holguin 2004) . Principles of restorative justice along with specific family-oriented programs have been proposed to address the disempowerment and stigmatization of families, problems referred to in this paper as institutional oppression (see the family group decision making model of Burford and Pennell (1998) for example).
A set of restorative justice principles that is particularly useful for addressing Young's (1992) five faces of oppression is that of Nathan Harris (2003) . Harris argues for four principles which might be expected to directly challenge system oppression as evidenced in Section 2: restoration; empowerment; reintegration; and emotional healing.
Restoration does not necessarily mean restoring families -this may not be in the best interest of the child or family. Restoration means focusing on the harm that has been done and how to repair that harm. Restoration requires listening to families, to children and to parents. Who was hurt, how and why, with what consequences and how can amends be made? In the process, marginalization (not worthy), powerlessness (not knowledgeable) and cultural imperialism (not seen) will be challenged.
For the child who has suffered, restoration is important. Children need the harm to stop, to have the harm recognized, but at the same time not lose the positives that they associate with family and friends (Featherstone et al 2014; Morris & Featherstone 2010 ).
Harris (2003) argues the case for his second principle of empowerment on the grounds that a process of restoring a sense of wellbeing to a family has the best chance of success when those primarily affected by the incident of concern play a key role in deciding how to resolve it. Empowerment was consistently denied to families in Section 2 and has consistently emerged as an issue of concern in the child protection literature (Burford and Hudson 2000; Featherstone et al 2014; Morris et al 2008; 23 WORKING PAPER
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In terms of Young's (1992) faces of oppression, empowerment directly presents opportunity to challenge exploitation. Dialogue in a restorative justice setting reveals who are the beneficiaries of a social practice and who are not. It allows a direct comparison of winners and losers and demands some form of restitution. Unfairness once revealed is difficult to ignore when it is witnessed by a diverse group of restorative justice participants committed to doing what is best for a child and being respectful of the importance of that child's family.
The third of Harris' (2003) principles is reintegration -all participants are included in the process of discussing and resolving issues, with a shared understanding that stigmatizing individuals is counterproductive. This principle challenges the institutional oppression in the child protection system that manifests in the blaming of parents, caseworkers, managers and politicians. Blame leads to scapegoating of the less powerful and ultimately to their social exclusion as Young's (1992) "marginals."
The principle of reintegration also is a safeguard in restorative justice against oppression though violence. Most commonly, oppression through violence was perpetrated in the child protection system through actions that were socially destructive of other's confidence and self-worth.
The fourth principle is social and emotional healing (Harris 2003) . This principle stems from research showing that in order to resolve issues that have caused harm, physically or emotionally, participants need to transform negative emotions such as shame, fear and anger into positive emotions.
Restorative justice researchers have demonstrated how those involved in perpetrating harm can play a constructive role in the process of healing (Strang 2002) . Shame can transform from being displaced and blaming others to acknowledgment and remorse. Fear can be lessened through a better understanding of the situation and setting up of credible preventive measures for the future.
Anger can subside when there is a shared and realistic hope for a better future.
Restorative justice might be expected to strengthen webs of dialogue in ways that address systemic oppression. But are webs of control compromised in this process? A statutory authority must assume responsibility for a child at risk of harm and relies on webs of control to provide protection.
Responsive regulation
When restorative justice is embedded within responsive regulation, webs of control can be used to "back up" webs of dialogue (Braithwaite 2002 The peak of the pyramid for child protection indicates that there are occasions when extreme levels of intervention are required. In the case of child protection, this may involve removing a child from a family without the family's consent. Or it could mean not only removal of parenting rights for an offender but also imprisonment. Levels of the pyramid below this would involve different degrees of supervision and contact between parent and child, with guardianship coming into question at the higher levels. The logic of the pyramid is that coercion at the top of the pyramid places pressure on all players to find a solution to the problem further down, most desirably at the bottom. The use of the step-like strategy until the problem is fixed works psychologically to underline the seriousness of the problem and persistence in finding a solution to the problem. If a child is in danger the first step might be to remove the child (an action equated with the top of the pyramid), but once the child is safe, discussions should resume at the bottom to work with families towards solutions. The most serious of issues can be sorted at the base of the pyramid providing families participate in finding a solution (Adams & Chandler 2004; Burford and Adams 2004) .
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Responsive regulation has been paired with restorative justice in the child protection context (Adams & Chandler 2004; Burford & Adams 2004; Merkel-Holguin 2004) . Restorative justice can be used at any point in a regulatory pyramid and the recommendation is that it be used on multiple occasions (Braithwaite 2002) . It may be that the child protection authority is asking too much or is asking for something that is entirely inappropriate in the circumstances. Events may intervene in the life of a family to throw plans into disarray. Multiple difficulties may mean that there need to be many attempts to fix a problem. Reconvening and reconstituting restorative justice conferences is likely to be the norm rather than exception in child protection. Using restorative justice conferences repeatedly also serves as an institutional check on oppression. It is a check on ensuring people own their problem and participate in solutions. It guards against bias toward top-down bureaucratic or professional directives for gaining "compliance."
In the child protection context, Harris (2011) has provided a model of a responsive regulatory pyramid that has three broad levels (within each a number of levels can be inserted to suit context): informal decision making at the base, family group conference in the middle, and court at the top. Harris has argued for increasing the number of levels of engagement for families at the bottom. For example, informal networks can be mobilized to offer help. If this does not solve the problem, informal meetings may be convened to plan a course of action, without any involvement from the child protection authorities (Harris and Wood 2008) . Harris is critical of child protection authorities using their technologies in a race to the top: Assessment protocols dictate intervention and demand assessment Ivec (2013) has taken these ideas and applied them to institutional innovation. She has offered a pyramid for policy-makers, organizing interventions that were gathered from a search of websites, grey literature and academic papers from the least formal and most egalitarian at the base to the most formal, authority-driven at the top. Her pyramid sends the message to those designing child protection systems that a myriad of programs are available that address oppression through active resistance and empowerment of children, parents and families. With many programs at the base of the pyramid the message is "reverse the current balance." The tip of the pyramid acknowledges authority's right to take control, but this should not be the norm. Most problems should be resolved voluntarily, inclusively, through reasonableness and dialogue, with informal supports.
Conclusion
The difficulties in engaging informal networks of support in child protection are attributed to a tradition of acquiescing to domination by those who claim to know what is best for a child. Traditions of domination breed systemic oppression. In child protection, oppression is seen in exploitation of child protection workers, community workers, foster carers, parents, and children. Each of these groups is "used" in ways that benefit others and damage self. Oppression of these groups is also manifested through marginalization (considered not worthy), cultural imperialism (not seen) and powerlessness (considered not knowledgeable). The final face of oppression, violence, appears in child protection in the form of destructive interpersonal exchanges. As Young (1992) emphasizes, these are system issues not individual issues. Oppression is carried out inadvertently by very decent human beings.
Breaking the cycle of oppression requires a means of confronting the phenomenon in context, dealing with the hurts that confrontation will inevitably unleash, and forming a new set of productive and respectful working relationships across the many groups that have a stake in child protection.
Restorative justice is proposed as the ideal institution for getting this process of reconciliation in the child protection system underway. With principles of restoration, empowerment, reintegration and healing, institutionalizing restorative justice should give voice to those who have been silently silenced. Warner (2015) has suggested that local politicians may usefully serve the community in being leaders in a new child protection system. They have a vested interest in their communities and are well networked to reinvigorate informal networks and make space for members of the community at the child protection table.
To preserve respect for informal systems and processes, child protection authorities might be persuaded to relinquish their command and control style for a more responsive approach: One that is centred on the child, the parents, the family and the community, and that uses only as much WORKING PAPER
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intervention as is required to solve the problem at hand. Institutionally, the responsibility of child protection would be to welcome dialogue with informal networks that can safeguard against the excesses of government control. To reciprocate, families and communities would value child protection as an institution with powers to control and guard against the weaknesses of the informal regulatory system. This argument was made more than a decade ago by Burford and Chandler (2004) , but has yet to be given the attention it deserves by politicians and government officials. A restorative justice process embedded within a responsive regulatory framework offers a win-win to child protection authorities as they struggle to break with their command-and-control tradition and reconcile with perennial demands for greater empowerment of children, parents and families oppressed by their system (Calder 1995 
